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Virginia Decisions. A Collection of Virginia Cases not officially reported. The 
Michte Company, Charlottesville, Va., 1902. Two volumes. 810 net. 

In these volumes are collected the unreported opinions of the Supreme Court 
of Appeals and of the Special Court of Appeals, between the years 1871 and 
1900. Whether the collection contains all of the unreported opinions 
delivered in this interval, is not stated. A number of the cases are briefly anno- 
tated. The profession will find these volumes extremely useful, and the pub- 
lishers deserve the thanks of the bench and bar for their enterprise in collecting 
these bona waviaia, and putting them in such handsome and accessible form. 
The collection is especially valuable for the opinions of the Special Court of 
Appeals. This court was composed of excellent material, and its opinions are 
well worth permanent preservation. 

A word of caution, however, especially to the younger members of the bar, is 
necesf .y, in the use of these volumes. Many of the cases reported have long 
since been overruled by statute or judicial decision, with no accompanying 
annotation to indicate the fact. To several of the opinions annotations are 
appended, apparently prepared for this edition, as they are signed "Ed." It 
appears, however, on a careful perusal, that these are notes by the editor of 
the Virginia Law Journal, in which the cases were first published. Some of the 
propositions in these notes state the law accurately enough as it was when the 
notes were prepared, but are misleading as to the present state of the law. For 
instance, to the case of Hart v. Haynes, 1 Va. Dec. 201, is appended a note cover- 
ing four pages of small type, discussing the famous but now obsolete doctrine of 
Floyd v. Harding, 28 Gratt. 401, and written before Floyd v. Harding was decided. 
There is nothing in connection with the note to indicate that it was prepared 
twenty-five years ago, by the editor of the Virc/inia Law Journal, and not by the 
editor of the Virginia Decisions in 1902. Nor is there any reference to the 
decision of Floyd v. Harding, nor to its subsequent statutory elimination. 

Curiously enough, the volumes contain a number of opinions long since pub- 
lished in the official volumes of the Virginia Reports— some of them leading 
cases, and long familiar to the profession — but here published under different 
titles. This is evidently due to the circumstance that the titles as they appeared 
in the Virginia Law Journal, were altered by the reporter in the official publica- 
tion, and the editor of these volume., failed to identify them. For example, the 
well known case of Andrews, Ordway & Green v. Auditor, 28 Gratt. 115, in which 
it was held, inter alia, that a house built by a tenant under a contractual right of 
removal, was personal property, appears here (Vol. 1, p. 190) as "Common- 
wealth v. Andrews, Ordway & Green, ' ' and the opinion appears to have been 
revised after its appearance in the Virginia Law Journal, from which it is here 
taken, and its subsequent publication in the official report. Whether these 
changes were material we have not taken the pains to discover. 

The still more familiar case of Davis v. Beazly, 75 Va. 491, constantly cited 
for the proposition that a grantee in a deed cannot, at; an officer, take and certify 
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the grantor's acknowledgment, is republished here (Vol. 1, p. 390) as " Davis v. 
Sims." 

Leighton v. Maury, 76 Va. 865, the leading case in this State on the subject of 
contested applications for liquor licenses, is republished ( Vol. 1, p. 412 ) as 
' ' Leighton v. Commonwealth. ' ' 

Johnson v. Mann, Judge, and Couch, Treasurer, 77 Va. 265, is re-reporW ( Vol. 
1, p. 522 ) as "Johnson v. Couch" 

Yost v. MatticoU, 77 Va. 610, is republished as " Yost v. Ceisler, Adm'r,"( Vol. 
1, p. 545 ), and what is still more to the point, the opinion in the official report 
appears to have been considerably altered after the unofficial publication. 

The case of B. & A. Railroad Co. v. City of Lynchburg ( Vol. 1, p. 572 ) is 
officially reported under the same title, in 81 Va. 473. 

On p. 615 of Vol. 1, is reported the opinion of Fauntleroy, J., in Morris v. 
Lyon, holding that a certain judgment entered by the circuit court of Eichmond, on 
May 24, 1886, is erroneous — this conclusion being based on obviously unsound 
principles ; in 84 Va. 331, there appears an opinion by Lewis, P. , in the same 
case, holding the precise judgment, identified by date and court, to be proper, 
from which opinion Fauntleroy, J., is officially reported as dissenting. It is ob- 
vious, therefore, that the opinion in the publication under review is not the 
opinion of the court, but of a dissenting judge. 

To the opinion of Noble v. Davies ( Vol. 1, p. 633 ), in which case it was held 
that marriage is a valuable consideration even against existing creditors, the 
editor appends a note collecting other authorities to the same point, but fails to 
refer to the Virginia Statute ( Va. Code, sec. 2459 ) altering that doctrine. 

The case of Langhorne v. Richmond City R. Co. ( Vol. 1, p. 787 ) was reversed 
on rehearing, in an opinion reported in 91 Va. 369, to which no reference is 
made. 

Enough has been said to indicate that while these volumes contain much that 
is valuable to the profession, they contain also many cases already reported, 
some of them in revised form, and the opinions and annotations found therein 
are not to be relied upon until one has examined the same opinions in the 
official reports, and all the statutes and decisions passed or rendered since the 
date of the opinions. 



